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HEARING TO RESTORE ELIGIBILITY IN THE
SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 23, 11183

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEAPENTAP.Y,

SECONDARY, AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,

Washington. D.C.
The subcommittee met. pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., March 23,

10,S3, in room 2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Carl D.
Parkins (chairman of th committee) presiding.

Member present: Representative Perkins.
Staff present, John F. Jennings. counsel; and Beatrice Clay, legis-

lative specialist.
[Text of H.R. 904 followsd



98T1( CONGRESS
1ST SESSION

To ante nd 1 he Child Nutrition Aet of 1966 to eliminate certain reqtridions on the

eligibility of schools to participate in the Special 5fillti ProgMf11.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
JANuART 25. 198:3

Mr. TuAxt.En introduced the following hill; which was referred to the Committee
on Education and Labor

A BILL
To amend the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 to eliminate certain

restrictions on the eligibility of schools to participate in the

Special Milk Program.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. Section 3 of the Child Nutrition Act of

1966 (42 U.S.C. 1772) is amended

(1) by striking out all of subsection (b);

(2) by striking out "(a)" after "SEC. 3."; and

(3) by striking out "which do not participate in a

meal service program autTiorized under this Act or the

National School Lunch Act" each of the three times it

appears in such section.

SEC. 2. Section 1 shall tale effect 90 days after the

date of enactment of this Act.

0
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rhahartiin l'ruKiNs. Go ahead and make your statement.

STATEMENT OF SUSAN FRIDY, DIRECTOR OF CONSUMER AND
NUTRITION PROGRAMS, NATIONAL NIII.K PRODUCERS

Ms. Finny. N1r. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to tes-
tify cm bill to reestablish the special rrtilk program. As you know,
I am Susan Fridv and 1 alll director of consumer and nutrition pro-
grams for the National Milk Producers Federation. We, of course,
have supported the special milk program Over the years.

I will later be presenting a formal statement for the record.
Chairman PERKINS. Without objectHn your informal statement

will be inserted in the record. Go ahead.
NIs. num. I would just Tike to make some brief comments about

the program.
A3 you know, the special milk program for years operated as an

eff,xtive and successful program to e!:.courage fluid milk consump-
tion by children in schools. It was a successful program. Unfortu-
nately, with budget mania that we suffered a few years ago, we
lurid that the Congress decided to cut back the program to schools
that had any other nutrition program.

And a lot of false arguments were made against. the special milk
program, accusing it of providing too much milk te children and
saying that too much waste had occurred because of the special
milk program.

Well, we've tried the experiment of cutting back on the special
milk program and I think now we've come to the conclusion that
we cannot afford to carry on this experiment any longer.

Our dairies report to us that fluid milk consumption in schools
has cropped from 20 to 2 percent on average, and this is really
amounting to a disaster for children. Milk is an essetyLial item in a
child's diet. It's very difficult for children to get the proper amount
f calcium, phosphorus, and riboflavin without milk, and that isn't

even documenting the other valuable food components of milk such
as protein, and vitamin A. The list is endless. And really the
thought that milk is nature's most perfect food is reallycarries a
great deal of truth.

As a nutrition program, the special milk program is of a modest
cost. And I think one of the things we have to keep in mind is that
the money that is spent on special milk does two jobs. It encour-
ages milk consumption by children, which is so important for their
growth and divelopment, and it also assists dairy producrs.

Just now the House Agriculture Committee is sitting in hearings,
working on the price support program to cut back on our surplus,
and we do have a surplus. It does not make sense to continue to
withdraw the special milk program and keep it from children at
the time that we are purchasing so many dairy products and stor-
ing them in Government warehouses.

Now, as you know, we support the commodity distribution pro-
gram. It's an important element of our agricultural and our nutri-
tion policy.

But let's look a minute at the false economy of not providing this
fluid milk to children.
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Cmgressman Traxler's bill wouli, reinstate a 5-cent-per-half-pint
encouragement lo children to consume special milk. Since that 5
cents was deleted we found a number of things happened in
schools. One of them was that the price of milk did not merely go
up by 5 cents. Schools, relieved of the constriction by the Federal
Government of earning a profit, have unduly enhanced the price of
milk to children.

Chairman PERKINS. Let me interrupt you. Congressman Traxler
is here at the present time. Come on around and you can make
your statement right now. Mr. Traxler. We're glad to welcome you
here this morning.

Susan is before the committee quite often and she will not mind
being interrupted. So go right ahead.

Ms. hum.. That's certainly right. I would always defer to you,
Mr. ra x ler.

STATEMENT 01."I'lIE IION. BOB TRAXLER. A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM TIIE STATE OF MICIIIGAN

Mr. TRAxtam. Well, Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. I
would only do this with Susan's kind consent. She's been an elo-
quent spokesperson for the dairy industry and a very good friend of
mine and only because the Chair insists will I go ahead.

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee- -
Chairman PERKINS. All of the remarks, the prepared remarks,

will be inserted in the record.
Go right ahead.
[The prepared statement of Hon. Bob Traxler follows:]

PREPARED STATEN1ENT OF HON. Bon TRAXLER

Mr. Chairman. members of the Subcommittee.. I want to thank you for taking this
time Today to hold special hearings my bill. H.R. !al, which would restore the
eligibility of all schools to operate the special milk program, regardless of whether
or not they already operate a school lunch or breakfast program. My bill seeks to
undo what had be ;.a done to an important child nutrition program by certain provi-
sions of the Reconciliation Act of 1981, a piece of legislation which I firmly believe
tarnishes the image of Congress as a deliberative body.

The Reconcilation bill, which I along with many of you opposed, made any school
which offered the school lunch or breakfast program ineligible to offer the special
milk program. Why? Because someone thought that one carton of milk in school
each day was enough.

Mr. Chairman. no one can deny that it is a laudable goal to get as many schools
as possible to offer the school lunch and school breakfast program. But absolutely
no one has yet answered succesfully one of the key questions about the special milk
program: What is wrong with one more halfpint of milk per day?

As a result of the Reconciliation Act, special milk was offered at only 9.968 outlets
in fiscal 1982 compared to 88.613 outlets in fiscal 1981. We have gone from provid-
ing 9.6 million half-pints of milk per day to just hall.pints of' milk per
day.

And while all of this is happening. not a day goes by that we do not hear another
complaint about the level of surplus dairy products owled by the Department of Ag
riculture. In fact, even as we meet here, the Dairy Subcommittee of the House Agri-
tulture Committee is meecing to once again modify the dairy price support program
so as to encourage a reduction in the amount of milk pildticed.

The restriction of the special milk program has had many consequences. One of
the most dramatic ones has been that kindergarten anti special education students
are getting no nutritional assistance at all. The reason for this result is very simple.
kindergarten and special education students are usually not in school during regu-
larly scheduled meal times. Because the school offers a lunch or a breakfast pro-
gram, the school is prohibited from even offering special milk o these students who
are getting no benefit from the regular meal programs.
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The problem. plc t'li o man, is furtl.r aggravated in Michigan by the fact that
the State region-, all public !,11ool districts to offer a lunch program. Eleven school
districts in the State 11:IV 11;1(1 Iles. requirement waived because of severe financial
constraints. but effectively the [mint is that no kindergarten or special education
student in Michigan Can get the benefits of the special milk program, at a tine
when St;:te nutritionists tell II le that they believe that many young children shooLi
be drinking four half-pints of milk per day. It is also at a time when these same
nutritionists also tell the that they are concerned that with unemployment as high
as it is in Michigan. families have cut back on th. purchase of items like milk be-
cause they see by unit pricing that some other beverages, like Kool-Aid, May be
cheaper.

This Committee has long been.committed to providing children avith excellent nu-
trition programs. You know full well the documented history of programs like the
Wonu..n. Infants and Children program which has shown that spending money on
good nutrition can save multiples in health costs later. Vet in order to save relative-
ly small amounts by reducing support for this special milk program, we may be run-
ning the risk of creating larger concerns in the future.

II R. 901 would restore the reduced and free reimbursement rate at 5 cents per
half-pint for milk served to paying children in schools and other institutions which
participate in ;mother federally subsidized food service program. 'Those students
who are eligible for the program would have choice as to whether or nut to accept
the milk, maintaining the highly successful format of "offer v. serve" that has sub-
stantially reduced waste in the school lunch program.

In the truest spirit of the new Federalism, schools would be able to decide for
themselves whether or not they wanted to offer the special milk program, rather
than have their eligibility dictated by the participation or non-participation in an-
other school feeding program.

The NhclOgan Department of Education, saw the number of participating outlets
drop from 0.021 outlets in fiscal 1981 to 702 outlets in fiscal 1982. We have had one
of the highest unemployment rates in the nation. and Michigan's children need
good nutrition just as much as children who live in other areas of the country. The
Michigan Department of Education would like to make special milk available to all
those schools that would like to offer it. I would like them to have the chance to do
this.

The Congressional Budget Office has informed my office that it would probably
cost about if.80 million in fiscal 1981 to restore the special milk program to its
former eligibility. This means that the total appropriation for the program would
have to be 891 million in fiscal 198-1, including USDA's current request. I believe
this amount to be a reasonable approximation, even though the history of the pro-
gram shows that in fiscal 1981, before the Reconciliation provisions were in effect,
the appropriation for this program was 11S.8 million. The lower amount is expect-
ed to he reasonah1e because of the combined factors of the usual time that it would
take for this prognun to resume its Former stature, as well as the fact that the
number of meals served by schools has actually declined over the past two years as
a result of other modifications in child nutrition programs.

\I r. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, as a member of the Agricultur-
al Appropriations Subcommittee I can tell you with confidence that we stand ready
to work with you to provide the appropriate level of assistance for all child nutrition
programs. Vie need your help to overcome the stumbling block created by the 1951
Reconciliation Act which took milk away from children who might not otherwise
receive any. 1 believe that my bill is a step in that direction, and I hope you will
favorably report it to the full !louse in the very near future.

TABLE I.Special 771/.1h program appropriations

yVart.1

1975
1970

$125,000,000
0168,000,00

1977
1975

155,000,000
I i5,000,00f)

1979 1-12,000,000

1980 1-1

1981

6,8000,00

1989

118,500,000

983

98,100,000

1
20,100,000

Source: Ilouse Appropriatton,4 Committee.



TABLE 2 NUMBER OF HALF PINTS SERVED

Tot,i

1978 35/ 136,000 1,654,719.000 2,011,855.000
1979 231.992.000 1.629,194,000 1.861.186.000
1980 240.560 000 1.611.183.000 1.851.143.000
1981 222,174,000 1.385.665,000 1.601.839.000
1982 12.553.000 191.661,000 201 220,000

TABLE 3.-- OUTLETS FOR SPECIAL MILK

I year Sell( Os

Nonresident
Summer

child Cnt. Iola!
campsinstittMon,

1918 84.118 1.033 3,061 89.0/8
19191 83.846 1,018 3,306 88.230
1980 85,364 1.011 2.683 89,058
1981 84,641 1.061 2.911 88,613
1982 6.595 1,023 2.350 9,968

Vice,ttlett He the NO( I other til the food and Ilulnfion service Not neludett m the budget justification for fiscal 1.880

Some USDA annu31 Nt1V,et tusIthcattens mice Isg31 In. tat Nth table; 2 and 3

Mr. TitAxi,Eit. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to especially
thank you and members of the subcommittee for holding this spe-
cial hearing on I-1.R. 904 which restores the eligibility of all schools
to operate the special milk program, regardless of whether or not
they already operate a school lunch or a breakfast program.

The bill seeks to undo what has been done to an important child
nutrition program by certain provisions of the Reconciliation Act of
1981. The reconciliation bill which many of us were opposed to
made any school which offered the school lunch or breakfast pro-
gram inelig;hle to offer the special milk program, and we could ask
why. My judgment is that someone thought that one carton of milk
in school each day was enough, but I can't believe and I don't
accept that.

My judgment is that we ought to have as many schools as possi-
ble offer the school lunch and the school breakfast program, but no
one has yet answered successfully one of the key questions about
the special milk program: What's wrong with more than one-half
pint of milk per day? In fact, when I was a youth, and that wasn't
too recent, but it was a quart of milk a day that was recommended,
and I think that I had probably more than that.

As a result of the act, the special milk was offered at only 9,968
outlets in fiscal 1982 compared to 88,613 outlets in fiscal 1981. We
have gone from providing 9.6 million half pints of milk per day to
just over 1 million half pints of milk per day, a dramatic reduction.

While all this is happening, not a day goes by that we don't hear
another complaint about the level of dairy surplus products that
are being accumulated and owned by the Department of Agricul-
ture.

Restriction of the special milk program has had many conse-
quences and one of the most dramatic ones has been tha kindergar-
ten and special education students are getting no nutritional assist-
ance at all, and the reason for this result is very simple. Kinder-

1 0



garten and special education students are usually not in school
during the regularly scheduled mealtimes and because the school
offers a lunch or a breakfast program, the school, under the 1981
reconciliation bill, is prohibited from offering even the special milk
to these students who are getting no benefit from the regular meal
program.

The problem, therefore, Mr. Chairman, is further aggravated in
Michign by the fact that the State requires all public schools in

y State to offer a lunch program. Eleven school districts in the
State have had this requirement waived because of severe financial
constaints, but effectively the point is that no kindergarten or spe-
cial education student in my State can get the benefits of the spe-
cial milk program, at a time when our State nutritionists tell us
that they believe that many young children should be drinking
four half pints of milk per day.

It's also at a time when these same nutritionalists also tell us
that they are concerned with high unemployment, as in our State,
and families have cut back on the purchase of items such as milk
because they see by unit pricing some other beverages, such as
Kool-Aid, may be cheaper. Its hard to believe but it is a fact.

This committee has long been committed to providing children
with an excellent nutrition program and you know full well the
documented history of programs like the women, infants, and chil-
dren program which has shown that spending money on good nu-
trition can save multiples in health care costs later on. Yet, in
order to save relatively small amounts by reducing the support for
the special milk program we are running the risk of creating
larger concerns in the future.

So therefore, Mr. Chairman, I would hope that the subcommittee
would give serious consideration to acting favorably on H.R. 904
and that the full committee would also look with favor upon it.

My additional remarks, and I know that you will be inserting
them in the record, and for that I'm very grateful.

Chairman PERKINS. Let me compliment you on your statement.
That dropoff from participation and drinking milk is tremendous. I
never dreamed it was that high, myself.

But when we are derelict in our responsibility and don't make
appropriations for milk, that means that the school lunch children
and all the feeding programs, elderly and everybody else, are not
going to have a nutritious meal. The youngsters especially will run
to the machines and drink pop and something sweet, which in most
instances is not good for them, very detrimental to their welfare.

We are going to do our best, Congressman Traxler, to straighten
this situation out this year. We hope we will be successful.

Thank you very much for coming here today.
Mr. TRAXLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman PERKINS. Thank you for coming this morning.
Mr. TRAXLER. Thank you, Susan.
Chairman PERKINS. Susan, do you have somebody else to intro-

duce? Go right ahead and introduce the lady. We have got to get
away from here this morning.

Ms. FRIDY. I would like to just take a minute to go over the cost
comparisons.

Chairman PERKINS. All right; go ahead.
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Ms. Finny. The Federal input per half pint is a nickel. For 2 half
pints it equals a pound of milk, Now, ifso therefore 200 half pints
equal a hundredweight of milk, which is the measure that farm
production is calculated on.

The Federal Government purchases surplus milk at $13.10 a
hundredweight. By the time they store it, process it, and get it in
the Government warehouses, a hundredweight of milk costs the
Federal Government $15. The special milk program, which will in-
stead of putting this milk in Government warehouses, put it in the
tummies of ',:nildren, will cost only $10 a hundredweight, and I
think you can see that this is a cost-effective program.

I know that you're short of time. I have some other points which
we will make for the record.

Chairman PERKINS. But you've got your statement in the record,
all of it.

Ms. FRIDY. It will be in the record early next week.
Chairman PERKINS. All right. You will get it all in the record.
Ms. FRADY. Yes.
Chair :lan PERKINS. Go ahead, we'll hear the other witness. Are

you a nutritionist?
Ms. ISAIA. Am I what, sir?
Chairman PERKINS. Go ahead and identify yourself and proceed.

STATEMENT OF pivriticiA ISAIA, R.D., M.S., DIRECTOR, SCHOOL.
FOOD SERVICE, ARLINGTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS, MASSACHUSETTS

Ms. IsAIA. I am Pat Isaia. I am a registered dietician and also the
director of Arlington School Food Service in Massachusetts, and I
come to youI feel very honored to be here at all today and have
been with you in the past.

Chairman PERKINS. Without objection, your prepared statement
will be inserted in the record and you proceed and go right along.

Ms. ISAIA. I am so much in agreement with what Congressman
Traxler has just said and I can cite statistics in our own operation
that flow exactly with what he is saying.

To state that 600looking at the figures that he cited, 2 years
ago we had a consumption of 600,000 cartons of milk each day, or
for the year. A year later, after the first nickel was removed from
the special milk program, our consumption dropped to 300,000 car-
tons for the year. That's a 50-percent reduction. And that is a na-
tionwide kind of a figure, although those are our own statistics.

This current year we're only experiencing a 20-percent participa-
tion in milk at all, and that consumption. Because of these kinds of
drastic cuts this September, when our former milk company came
in, who was just a local distributor and processor, came in and
handed me his keys because he lost the bid. He had lost so much
milk in the previous year he lost the bid this year to a greater com-
pany who underbid, so that he was essentially going out of business
because he lost our business, because we're a middle-sized school.
We're not big and we're not small. But we're representative, I
think, of the size school across the country.

And it bothered me a great deal to see him lose.
I see the children in kindergarten not drinking milk at all. The

numbers that I see on our records every day are void of milk by



L-c:t111A thy ZiW not therf fei milk and
they have no other pre ;r:1,'1,-, oth'rcd. I v I
class last Wednesday tied I saw them bringing in drinks and %crd,
are drinks but sugar water. that's all, colored, to he any color, any
flavor you can think of it is that color and that's the way they
drink it.

I'm seeing that when else ;ire these kids going to learn if not in
school? Nobody has formal nutrition classes. I did. I was fortunate.
Hut normaq people do not, and this is the only place in time from
kindergarten through glade 12 that we can teach these kids how t"
cat anti what to he drinking.

wt, ;in seeing osteoporosis in the elders, Its a tact and research
is showing that w.omen after menopause are stymying great
amounts of osteoporosis because they have not been drinking cal-
cium, or having calcium in their bodies over time.

This is not in curable thing. Rut it is preventative. If' we are en-
couraging and teaching our children to drink milk then we will he
preventing osteoporosis in the elder years. When people break
their bones, that are old, and they say, "Oh, they're brittle because
they're old,- they're not. It's because they don't have calcium. They
are brittle because they don't have calcium. They'd mend quite
readily, even if' they are older.

So that we needI am very strongly opposed to riot having a spe-
cial milk program. It's one of the finest programs we have had that
reaches all children.

One of my principals the other day said to me, I gave her the
milk cooler key because kids come into school and have a head-
ache. She's been giving them a carton of milk. Their headache goes
away and they no longer have to go home for a headache because
they haven't drunk or ate anything fbr the day,

These are the kinds of things that this milk program is doing.
The nurse came in the other day to me and said, "What can you

do for this child who doesn't have a milk'? Her sister is saving it
from her lunch. She's on a free milk and that program is no longer.
Iler sister is saving it in the upper grade for her to have in the
kindergarten but then she's voided the milk." So somebody has to
pay for this milk. Well, it's coming out of my pocket; that s where
it's coming from, instead out of the free milk program.

Another thing that bothers me is that for the nickel per half
carton it only costs us $1 to feed 20 different children that carton
of milk. It also costs $1.45 to convert that same 20 cartons of milk
into a pound of cheese that we then have to store, after being proc-
essed, and distribute. And it just is a matter of false econonomy to
me to see this happening. We have too much cheese.

I love the commodity program. It's a wonderful program for the
school in the way it's being used. But to have all this cheese, we
have too much, to not have the kids drinking the milk in its natu-
ral form when it's an excellent food. God knew what he was doing
when he put together milk. He put together the right amount of
phosphorus and calcium so that the phosphorus would work with
the calcium.

When somebody alters food and sonic chemist decides what pro-
portions of known nutrients were going into food, this is a very
strange thing for me to comprehend. Why can't we leave the food

r.
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III

it is IPcati...1. ;ire .111 kinds of littlt, nutrients in there work-
ing with other food.; that ..v.r don't even know about. making one
work with the other. God Hew Mutt he vas doing when it came to
balances.

I don't know what else to tell you at this point. I have never tes-
tified and I don't know if I've supplied you with the right informa-
t ion.

Chiti-min PERKINS. You've made a good statement and I think
your statement is very clear and concise and your remarks will all
be in the record.

We have in this budget resolution, we are adding 8200 million, if
we can hold it. that will certainly help this program, and let me
compliment all of you for your attendance here this morning. Ev-
erything will be in the record. You've made a good record, and we
will do our best to hold this figure in the budget and to add more
to the milk program in the Agriculture Committee and in the agri-
cultural appropriations this year and let me thank all of you for
coming here this morning.

Ms. non. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Ms. IsmA. Thank you.
Ms. hum'. Thank you for your leadership. We appreciate it.
Chairman PERKINS. The committee will now recess.
[Whereupon, at 9:58 a.m., March 21, 1983, the committee re-

cessed, subject to the call of the Chair.1
[Additional information follows:1

PREPARED STATEMENT OF PATRICIA 3. S. IsmA, RD.. M.S.'

It is with high honor that I appear before you and thank you for your continued
support of the child nutrition programs. I am in total support of H.R. 90.1, Congress-
man Robert Tra%ler's bill, to reinstate the Special Milk Program. I have strong feel-
ings for this hill which are supported by the hard facts.

Robert Recker. M.D., Assistant Professor of Medicine at Creighton University,
Omaha. Nebraska. recently reported that research indicates that without calcium,
women after menopause or greater than 50 years old. exhibit a profound degree of
osteoporosis. This is not curable but it is preventable by a lifetime of calcium intake.
Why do we merely accept the fact that an elder person is supposed to have brittle
bones that break easily and heal poorly, passing it off as given us age advances?

Why do adults and especially senior adults have the idea that they should no
longer be drinking milk? Why are we spending millions of dollars in Medicare and
Medicaid when minimal dollars could be spent in preventive medicine? How many
people arc formally and properly educated in nutrition? What better time to teach
proper eating habits than when people are children? What better place to teach but
in the existing learning establishmentthe school?

Consider the following: Twenty S-oz. cartons of milk are converted to 1 pound of
cheese at approximately $1..15. In addition, $0.0:36 is spent to store that same pound
of cheese, Further, distribution costs must be added. Conversely, the same '20 car-
tons of milk at 5 cents per 5-oz. carton as is proposed in H.R. 901( would cost $1.00.
Is this not a false sense of economics'?

Why are we converting, processing, adding. and changing food composition and
relying more and more on a chemist's proportion of only known nutrients'? Why are
we not keeping the milk whole and fluid and so easily and quickly consumed at a
minimal cost as it was in the now defunct Special Milk Program? God knew what
he was doing when he created food. For example, there is just the right amount of
phosphorous in milk to enable assimilation of the amount of calcium contained
therein. This is only one of the multiple correct proportions of balanced known and
unknown nutrients existing within foodstuffs. This perfect balance of nutrients for

' Following is the written documentation for the verbal extemporaneous testimony I gave
before the Honorable Carl Perkins. Chairman. and Jack Jennings. Counsel and Staff Director,
House of Representatives.
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irrotrtr rbr 'Abore I pr-ter to Mice my allegiance. trust. and

CoricArring with the llonotalrl. Alr '1 rat,: ler. ., are overlooking our kindergarten
children Recently. a school nurse :oat kindergarten teacher came to me asking
what we could (I() for a kindergarten child whose older sister was saving the milk
from her approved free lunch to give to tier kindergarten sister. Since there is no
Special Milk Program for her, it now comes out of "my pocket.- A principal in an
elementary school is providing milk out of her "pocket- to children coming to school
with headaches. Having consumed the milk. the he is gone and a day in
school is not lost.

Duraat fiscal year 1951. the school children in Arlington consumed approximfaely
c,nomn s-o,. cartons of milk This consumption dropped to :i00,0011 in fiscal vear
IttS'2. This is obviously a :ril.percent decrease tWe are currently at 2.1percent par -
tiipation }low did this decrease effect the snmil business marketplacc? In Septem-
ber of Ittsf.:, our local dairy owner came to my office with the keys to o t milk cool-
ers. Having just experienced our severe decline in milk consumption during the
fiscal year and the loss of our bid to a dairy giant, he was giving up the processing
of milk and essentially going out of business. This was a family-owned business with
the most conscientious, concerned people giving us line high quality service. Cur-
rently, we are forced to spend a great deal fir time resolving the large dairy ineom-
pOtenCies because Of departmental bureaucracy. Is this productive? Having conic
from a family history of small business owners and seeing his facial expression, my
heart cried out to him. It now cries out to you. This same picture can be repeated
across this country In Massachusetts we experienced a decline of Si percent in milk
consumption (Se(' enclosed "Fact Sheet Massachusetts Nutrition Programs, Impact
of Federal Budget Cuts-r, arid what are the children drinking instead? Traveling
from school to school I am observing colored flavored sugar water under the title
"drink- or carbonated beverages. Therefore, I urge the passage of H.R. 90.I to re-
store the Special Milk Program in order to protect the health and well-being of our
nation's children.
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ape .a: Milk Program ',11.9.) 13 intendei t, encourage none consumpb1,n of fluid Milk
,y obi:dren. Thin progrun, ii,ng oinr redera1 obi:i nutrition ogrnms.

nutritlunal measure taken nareguard benith end l-ketng of ... ^.e nation'sse

htidren. M..1k provtdel through the SMP dontr!hute overall nutritional ob-
:eutiven r-,f the federal :nil, nutrition prbkramn by increaning ehildren's pa dent
Intnnen and improving !heir overal4 nutritional status.

Packgruund

rn rcent yearn. the SHP ban experienced a Iran tic reduction in budget and scope.
Originally slated for elimination at the federal level In 1983. the IMP was coutinued
In fiscal year (FY) 1983 at about the name low level of runding. Since 1980, funding
far the 3b1P has been deortaning. The 'argent out occurred in FY 1982 when the IMP
was limited to only those schools which did not partioipnte in any other federal child
rditri t ion program. Also starting in FY 1182, private schools with average yearly
tuitions of greater than $1500 per child were not eligible for the IMP or other dAeral
child nutrition programs. Another funding cut for the IMP has been proposed by the
Administration for FY 1984. While a program level of $20.2 million is being proposed
by the Administration for the SHY in FY 1984, only $11.9 million is actually new
budget authority (1). The remainder, approximately $8.3 million, represents funds
carried over from previous yearn. Congress is currently in the process of developing
the f1rst, con,urrent budget resolution for next year, and It is not yet known how
the SMP will fare in the Congressional budget.

Some Congressional support for the SMP, however, is indicated by bills recently in-
troduced in both bodies of Congress. S 302 was introduced by Michigan Senators Donald
W. Riegle, Jr. and Carl Levin, and lo 104 was introduced in the House of Represen-
tatives by Congressman Robert Traxler of Michigan. These bills would reinstate the
IMP to all eligible schools, regardless of whether they participate in other federal
child nutrition programs. Currently, proponents of these bills are attempting to
gain additional Congressional cosponsors.

As legislation has decreased the size of the SMP budget, participation in the program
and the amount' of milk used have dropped accordingly. The following table shows the
changes in these parameters in the SMP from FY 1980 through FY 1983 (1):

1980 1981 1982 1983
(estimated)

federal costa (in millions) $155.8 $119.8 $ 19.5 $ 20.2
institutions participating 86,000 85,000 10,000 10,000
half-pints of milk served (in millions) 1,796 1,542 228 210.

These data show that funding for the SMP from 1981 to 1983 dropped 83 percent, the
number of Institutions participating decreased by 38 percent, and the amount of milk
served to children dropped by 86 percent or by about 1.3 billion half-pints annually.
Thus, the nutritional benefits that would have been provided by this amount or milk
througn the IMP were no longer available to American nchool children in 1983.
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Nutritional lalue of Milk

Milk pr ,ides important amounts of many nutrient3 wnich are esseni.:,l for nealth Ash

optimal growth and development. For example. one 9-ounce v;tamin

milk, the amount children generally receive each day under the 3MP, ravIdes the

following Lu the Recommended Dietary Allowances (RDA) (2) for a 7 to 10 year old

child:

36% of the RDA for ialcim
29% of the RDA for vitamin 812
29% of the RDA for phosphorus
281 of the RDA for riboflavin
25% of the RDA for vitamin D
24% of the RD! for protein.

In addition, milk contributes magnesium, pantothenic acid, thiamin, v', min A, vitamin
B6, and zinc as well as a number of other nutrients in le333er amounts (3). Milk

13 a primary source of calcium in children's diets. Milk and milk products provide

68 to 72% of the calcium in the diets of school-age children (!). Uithout .silk, it

would be difficult for children to obtain enough dietary calcium to meet the RDA.
Complementing the abundant amount of calcium supplied by milk are the favorable in-
teractions between calcium and other components of milk which enhance c!acium bio-
availability and utilization in the body (5, 6).

The nutritional value of milk in especially important in view of one national uietary
intake survey (7) which indicated that certain groups of children and teenagers had
dietary caliium and magnesium intake, which were lees than 801 of the RDA and another
study (4) which showed that school-age girls over the age of of 11 yearn consumed
lean than 721 of the RDA for calcium. The UCDA, as well an the National Dairy Council,
recommend three daily aerving3 of milk and milk products for children and four daily

servings frr teenagers (8, 9).

Milk in highly appealing to children and in one of the leant wanted items in school

meal, (10). It in a convenient, ready-to-nerve item that requires minimal handlfg

and preparation. Certainly, a food that haa the triple advantage of being nutritious,
highly appealing, and convenient to serve should be emphasized, rather than de-emphasized,

in child nutrition programs.

An people live longer, osteoporon13--an age-related bone disorder - -is becoming more

of a public health problem (11). Although much remains to be known about osteoporosis,

it has been suggested that an effective preventive measure against thin disorder in
to build maximum bone density during the younger yearn (12,13). Provision of zufficient

calcium to school-age children through milk and other dairy fooda can pia? an Important
part in attaining maximum bone density during the years when bone development is

occurring.

Need for the Special Milk Program

The importance of and need for the SHOP are supported by data from a 1975 evaluation
of the program by USDA (14). For example, children in schools that participated in
the SHP and not the National School Lunch Program (NSLP) consumed 22 percent of their

total daily milk intake at school. Further, students in schools which offered the
SHP drank more milk than did students who did not have access to the SMP. In schools

participating in the SHP, students conaumed, on the average, 42% more milk at school
and 101 more total milk per day than did students in schools not participating in
the program.

Almost all the milk nerved under the SHP in consumed and is not wanted. Milk wan
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8e,5% consumed in 411 vh,n1s 3tu4144 !JO which participated in federal child nutri-
tion programs. Moreover, 11;.A c<insumpti,.,n was even higher in the SH.t. Consumption
averaged 96.5 percent in s 1.on1s vhicn participated In the SMI, but not Nan.

The nutritional benefits of the milk provided through the SMP become even re im-
portant as federal budget cute for the NSLP and other child nutrition programs result
in 1) increasing numbers of retools choosing not to participate in the NSLP and
2) increases in lunch prices in schools which still participate in the NSLP. USDA
statistics indicate that the number of schools participating in the NSLP decreased
by about L700 schools between April, 1981 and April, 1982 (15). During that period,
the average number of children participating in the program on a daily basis dropped
by 2.7 million children. The drop in participating children is due not only to the
decrease in the number of schools participating but also to increasing lunch prices
and other factors. The net effect, however, is that many of these children who no
longer particlrate in the NSLP will eat bag lunches or will eat school lunches in
locally-admiaistered lunch progrzAs which may or may not have adequate nutritional
standards. Some children may eat no lunch at all. When children do not participate
in the HSU, there 13 no guarantee that the nutritional value of any lunch they do
eat -- whether a bag lunch, a lunch served in a local school food program, or other-
wise -. will be adequate to meet the needs If the children. Milk is rv.,t likely to

be a part n; mazy bag lunches, and local school lunches served in schools not par-
ticipating in the NSLP may or may not contain milk. The SMP may be the only source
of school milk for many of the 2.7 million children who no longer participate daily
1n th, 1SLP as well as millions of other children who have traditionally not partic-
ipated in the NSLP.

ThuS, with the decrease in NSLP participation, the need for the SHP grows. The SMP
man traditionally nerved students in schools with no school lunch service and students
who, tr whatever reason, choose to eat a bag lunch. Even in 1975, before the SHP
was restricted to those schools with no other rederal child nutrition program, over
,(1:',t percent of the schools participating in the SHP (with enrollments totaling 1.86
mi lion children) had no school lunch service. Also in 1975, 43 percent of all SMP
milk went to students eating bag lunches (14). These numbers undoubtedly have in-
oreased in 1982 and 1983, indicating that the SHP is needed now more than ever to
assure that those children who cannot or do not participate in the NSLP consume adequate
amounts of the nutrients provided by milk and maintain good health and nutritional
status.

A growing need for the SMP has become apparent. Yet in recent years, the scope of
the program and its budget have been severely limited. Because the nutritional con-
tribution of milk served through the Special Milk Program is of utmost importance
in protecting the nutritional well-being and health of American school children, it
/a hoped that supporters of the SNP can work together to prevent further cuts in this
important program and to restore the SMP in all eligible schools.

20
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